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PAYMENTS FOR WATER CONSERVATION PRACTICES 


THURSDAY, JUNE 9, 1955 


Hovss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoNSERVATION AND CrEDIT SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The Conservation and Credit Subcommittee met at 3:30 p. m., 
June 9, 1955, for consideration of H. R. 6062, to amend the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act so as to permit the making 
of payments for certain water conservation practices. 
(The bill referred to is as follows:) 


[H. R. 6062, 84th Cong., ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act so as to permit the making of 
payments to farmers for certain water-conservation practices 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of section 8 (b) of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: ‘‘Clauses (1) and (2) of section 7 (a) shall be construed to cover water 
conservation and the beneficial use of water on individual farms, including the 
fencing of wet lands, level ditching, building of check dams and ponds, and other 
mente to prevent runoff, and providing facilities for applying water to the 
an 


(H. R. 6062 was superseded by H. R. 7236.) 


[H. R. 7236, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To amend section 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act with respect to water 
conservation practices 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of section 8 (b) of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended (16 U. 8. C., see. 590h 
(b)), is amended by striking out of said sentence ‘In arid or semiarid sections, ” and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Clauses”’. 


Mr. Poage, chairman, called the meeting to order and the following 
members were present: 

Mr. Poage, chairman; Mr. Grant; Mr. Bass; Mr. Hill; and Mr. 
McIntire. 

Congressman Johnson of Wisconsin, author of H. R. 6062, was also 
present, 

The following witnesses testified: 

Hon, Lester R. Johnson, of Wisconsin, author of H. R. 6062; Mr. 
Charles Callison, ‘conservation director, National Wildlife Federation; 
and Mr. Stanley Voss assistant coordinator of legislative service of 
National Farmers Union. 

The chairman recognized Mr. Johnson, who presented the following 
statement: 


1 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
correct combination of water and soil, coupled with favorable weather 
and intelligent management of resources, are probably the most 
important requisites for raising food and fiber. Without these ingredi- 
ents it is impossible to maintain a high level of production of agricul- 
tural commodities. It is for this reason, then, that we must continue 
to improve and expand our soil and water conservation programs. 

Soil and water conservation practices vary from region to region in 
the United States according to the dictates of geographic differences 
in soil and topographical configuration. Thus, fo r example, it is easy 
to understand why the conservation practices followed in the Plains 
region are not completely or readily adaptable to areas that are 
mountainous or hilly and interspersed with forest lands, lakes, and 
rivers. 

Our present program for making payments to farmers for following 
and developing certain water conservation practices does not meet all 
of the needs of farmers in Wisconsin and other regions with terrain 
similar to ours. For example, our farmers are not eligible to receive 
ACP payments for level ditching and the fencing of wet lands. 

I have introduced a bill, H. R. 6062, which proposes to remedy this 
shortcoming in our agricultural conservation program. In brief, the 
purpose of the bill is— 
to cover water conservation and the beneficial use of water on individual farms, 
including the fencing of wet lands, level ditching, building of check dams and 


ponds, and other measures to prev ent runoff, and providing facilities for applying 
water to the land. 













































I realize that some members of the committee live in regions where 
wet lands are not a problem. Perhaps a word of explanation is 
necessary on this point. Wisconsin, next to Minnesota, has the most 
lakes of any State in the United States. We have around 8,600 lakes 
as compared to 10,000 for Minnesota. While other States do not have 
as many lakes as Wisconsin and Minnesota, there are a number of 
States that do have several hundred or more lakes. 

It follows that where there are numerous lakes and rivers there are 
wet lands. The wet lands usually border, or are adjacent to, small 
streams, large rivers, and lakes. In the interest of sound soil and 
water conservation practices these wet lands should be fenced off. 
Farmers have fenced off some of the wet lands; however, because of 
costs and maintenance farmers have limited their practices on this 
count. 

Level ditching is another water conservation practice that can be 
utilized in Wisconsin, but here again farmers have felt that they cannot 
bear the entire cost of the practice. Level ditching can be employed 
very effectively in most sections of Wisconsin and States with similar 
terrain to prevent rapid runoff of water. In other words, level ditching 
= aid in holding the water on the land. 

oint this out because many of the larger rivers in Wisconsin 
a paaneee empty into the Mississippi River. The large rivers 
are fed by smaller rivers, streams, and creeks. The Mississippi 
River—particularly in the spring—often runs rampant in its flood 
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stage and causes millions of dollars in damage from the Twin Cities 
in Minnesota to New Orleans. Since the source of the Mississippi 
River is in Minnesota, both Wisconsin and Minnesota rivers con- 
tribute their share of water to the initial flood stage of this mighty 
river. 

If we can hold back some of the water in Wisconsin and Minnesota 
through water conservation practices, I believe it will contribute much 
to lessening the impact of the Mississippi River’s flood stage on all 
communities bordering the river for hundreds of miles. 

Therefore, H. R. 6062 will not only benefit our farmers, but it will 
also be of value to all of the States adjacent to the Mississippi River. 

I am sure that the water conservation practices covered in my bill 
can be used very effectively in many other regions of the United 
States with similar terrain and topographical configuration. I am not 
qualified to speak on the application of these practices to other regions, 
but I am certain that research would show it could be extensively 
applied in many areas. 

n closing, I urge the committee to give H. R. 6062 serious considera- 
tion and I also appeal to the committee for its approval of the bill. 

Upon the request of a member of the subcommittee Mr. Johnson 
explained the meaning of “level ditching” and “fencing.” He stated 
that ‘evel ditching” meant that the ditches were not open; they were 
closed on the lower end, retaining the water and permitting it to seep 
slowly downstream; whereas in ordinary ditching the ditch is left 
open and the object is to get the water away as fast as possible. He 
stated that “fencing” was for the purpose of keeping cattle and other 
animals out of the wet lands. 

Mr. Johnson stated further that the Wisconsin Agricultural Stabili- 
zation Committee set up a program where they could pay certain 
benefits but that when they contacted Washington representatives of 
the Department, the Department said it could not be done under 
present law. He stated that Senator Wiley had introduced a similar 
bill in the Senate. 

Without objection Mr. Johnson was permitted to file for the record 
a statement by Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife 
Management Institute; a telegram dated June 8, 1955, addressed to 
Mr. Johnson, signed by John R. Lynch} chairman, Wisconsin, Con- 
servation Congress; a letter addressed to Mr. Johnson by C. W. 
Deakin, secretary, Portage County Sportsmen’s Club, Stevens Point, 
Wis., dated May 31, 1955; a letter addressed to Mr. Johnson, dated 
May 27, 1955; signed by Les Woerpel, executive secretary, Wiscon- 
sin Federation of Conservation Clubs, Stevens Point, Wis.; a letter 
addressed to Mr. Johnson, dated June 3, 1955, signed by John Scullin, 
secretary, Watertown Conservation Club, Inc., Watertown, Wis. 

(The communications referred to above are as follows:) 


SraTemMEentT or C. R. Gurermuts, VicE PRESIDENT OF THE WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Chairman, my name is C. R. Gutermuth. I am vice president of the Wild- 
life Management Institute, a national nonprofit membership organization dedi- 
cated to the improved management and restoration of renewable natural resources 
in the public interest. The program of the institute, which is one of the older 
national conservation organizations in this country, has been continuous since 
1911 
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Mr. Chairman, this statement will be brief—I merely wish to state that, in 
view of the agricultural subsidy and price-support program that has been pursued 
for many years, the conservation organizations would welcome the adoption 
of the conservation measures proposed in H. R. 6062. The institute is only one 
of the many organizations that have voiced vigorous objection to the Poymer 
of Federal subsidies for putting additional land in crop production for producing 
more of the same kind of commodities that are in surplus, and for which price 
supports are needed. Paying for the draining of potholes, and for the clearing 
of lands in the Dust Bowl are only a couple of examples. Experts recognize that 
much of the Dust Bowl never should have been cultivated and that the disasters 
of the 1930’s, and of the past year, never would have occurred if those grassland 
areas had been left in permanent vegetation. 

The members of the institute staff do not profess to be agricultural experts, 
but we have some concept of proper land use and of ecological requirements, 
and we know the way that some of the agricultural programs have worked. We 
have watched the Federal Government pay for the taking of good agricultural 
lands out of crop production and at the same time subsidize the drainage of 
wet lands for increasing crop surpluses. The providing of subsidies and technical 
services for the draining of invaluable waterfowl habitat in the pothole country 
of the North Central States is something of which none of us can be proud. 

We are among those who do not believe that the Federal Government should 
pay farmers and ranchers, or any other citizens, for doing nothing. On the other 
hand, we believe that if price supports and subsidies must be provided, the law 
should be broad enough to encourage conservation measures that are designed to 
safeguard and perpetuate the Nation’s life-sustaining natural resources. Provi- 
sions for such practices are embodied in the bill being considered by this sub- 
committee. 

It is regretted that more conservation practices have not been utilized in the 
efforts to control crop production. There could be a more bountiful future in 
more fallow farming. This bill provides for the establishment of urgently needed 
water storage facilities on farms, and the fencing of and improvement of wet lands 
for the restoration and management of exceedingly valuable populations of fur- 
bearers, waterfowl, and other wildlife. We soul not remind those Members of 
Congress from farming districts that many country boys derive much of their 
pocket money and even buy their schoolbooks from the sale of pelts that are 
trapped during the winter months. Present policies, which have contributed 
directly to dust bowls and crop surpluses, fail to recognize any values of the land 
except those that add directly to the already overflowing bins of wheat and other 
commodities requiring the immediate and continual cultivation of the soil. They 
fail to recognize that land not in cultivation can be used profitably for producing 
grass, the basis of the livestock industry, trees, and wildlife, and that the highest 
use of some areas may be for the social and cultural needs of a rapidly increasing 
human population. 

To us, such policies seem shortsighted. We hope that this subcommittee will 
issue a favorable report on H. R. 6062, which will provide tor the most appropriate 
use of the land and the applicatiqn of conservation practices in the best public 
interest. This legislation would provide for the most profitable sustained use of 
the land—parcel by parcel and field by field—and would give needed assistance to 
individual landowners and operators. 


Gorpon, Wis., June 8, 1956. 


Congressman Lester JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

At our recent council meeting of the Wisconsin Conservation Congress our 
council went on record to support legislation on the preservation of wet lands. 
Our congress, which I am sure you know, is made up of 3 regular delegates from 
each of the 71 counties in the State which are elected each year in May at legal 
public hearings. We have with great interest reviewed your bill H. R. 6062 on 
preservation of wet lands and as the chairman of this body I have been instructed 
to support your bill 100 percent. 

Joun R. Lyncu, 
Chairman, Wisconsin Conservation Congress. 
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Executive ConseRVATION COUNCIL OF THE 
Wisconsin CoNsERVATION CONGRESS, 
Gordon, Wis., June 17, 1956. 
Hon, Lester R. JoHNson, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Jounson: I wish to thank you for your kind letter of recent date 
regarding the action taken on H. R. 2142, and at this time thank you for all of 
your efforts. 

I follow very closely our need for preservation of wet lands in the State of Wis- 
consin, as well as in the Middle West, and therefore I wish to be placed on record 
supporting your bill H. R. 6062, which would authorize payments under the ACP 
to landowners for practices which included level ditching and the fencing of low 
forage-producing wet lands such as potholes. 

I understand also that Senator Wiley has introduced a companion bill in the 
Senate, S. 1756, and it is hoped that all Members of the Congress will recognize 
the need for, and the desirability of retaining, our wet land areas, not only for 
wildlife, but for the existence of man as well. I have always taken the personal 
viewpoint that animals on land and in the water flourish when they have proper 
habitat, such as food, water, and shelter. It seems to me that man basically 
must provide for these necessary requirements for his continued existence. 

You may use this letter in support of your bill H. R. 6062 if you feel it is de- 
sirable. I wish to thank you for your untiring efforts, and wish you every suc- 
cess in the future. 

Sincerely, 
Joun R. Lyncn, 
Chairman, Wisconsin Conservation Congress. 


PortaGE County SPoRTSMEN’s CLUB, 
Stevens Point, Wis., May 31, 1955. 
Congressman LrestER JOHNSON, 
United States House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dar CONGRESSMAN: We hereby urge you to give every possible support to 
bill H. R. 6062 fencing wet land and level ditching for ACP program. 
Yours very truly, 


C. W. Deakin, Secretary. 


WISCONSIN FEDERATION OF CONSERVATIOW CLUBS, 
Stevens Point, Wis., May 27, 1955. 
Congressman LestER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. JOHNSON: We are very happy to see your bill No. 6062 introduced 
in the House. It is a principle for which we have worked for many months. 

You may know that the ACP committee for Wisconsin originally made the 
proposal for including the practices of fencing low-value wet lands and level 
ditching under the provisions of the Federal program. The proposal was made 
because of the extreme amount of drainage that is taking place in Wisconsin 
which is causing a loss of wet lands and a lowering of water tables, which in some 
cases is making it necessary to supplement regular rainfall by irrigation, which 
further depletes stream waters. 

Mr. E. L. Peterson, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, answered our requests 
that the above practices be included in the present program without further legis- 
lation by stating that “by the wording of the applicable appropriation act, the 
agricultural conservation program is limited to a program of soil-building prac- 
tices and soil-and-water-conserving practices,’ but that this proposal did not 
meet the requirements, possibly because organizations associated with the fish and 
wildlife aspects of conservation were endorsing it. 

Actually, there are no practices which more nearly fit the description of the 
purpose of the agricultural conservation program than these to build and conserve 
soil and to conserve soil and water on the land. ‘Too often we have seen farms 
tiled to run off their lowland water, paid for as a conservation practice, and the 
holes that were created remain unusable for agricultural purposes, and then find 
the farms aljl around the immediate vicinity of the drainage have to purchase 


65387—55——2 
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pumping equipment worth from $10,000 to $15,000 to continue to produce crops 
for sale in the competitive market. Certainly the Wisconsin committee’s proposal 
more nearly fits the description of the act than any of these. 

The National Wildlife Federation annual meeting at Montreal unanimously 
passed a resolution presented by the Wisconsin delegation urging the Secretary of 
Agriculture to reverse his stand, and that resolution should certainly stand as an 
endorsement of your bill. However, the Wisconsin Federation of Conservation 
Clubs has unanimously endorsed the principle of your bill H. R. 6062 in annual 
meeting on May 7. 

It is our hope that the Congress of the United States will see fit to pass your 
bill, or similar legislation, so that the farms of the Nation may take advantage of 
a practice which will really be beneficial to their lands and to the Nation. 

We are 100 percent behind your bill, and wish you every success in making it the 
law of the land. 

Sincerely, 
Les WorERPEL, 
Executive Secretary. 


WATERTOWN CONSERVATION CiUB, INC., 
Watertown, Wis., June 3, 1955. 
Hon. Lester JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Jounson: This club has noted your approach to matters of conser- 
vation with overwhelming approval. At the present time favorable comments 
of H. R. 5897, H. R. 2142, and H. R. 6062 are being passed on to our congressional 
representatives. 

May we express our particular approval of H. R. 6062. Since it appears that 
too many landowners are going to have to be paid to practice even the first 
principles of soil and water conservation, your bill is the only practical approach 
to what is undoubtedly our biggest conservation problem. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOHN SCULLIN, 
Secretary. 


Mr. Grant, member of the committee, called attention to the report 
from the Department of Agriculture on H. R. 6062, dated June 7, 
1955, and stated: “TI notice in the report from the Department it is 
stated: “It appears that the purpose of the amendment is primarily 
for the benefit of wildlife resources.’ Mr. Grant asked: “Is that 
true?” Mr. Johnson replied: “Not primarily. If some wildlife 
happened to nest in the area as a result of practice that is fine.’ Mr. 
Grant then asked: “That is not your primary interest in the bill?” 
Mr. Johnson replied: ‘No. We found that same argument in the 
Department. They seemed to be afraid some of this money they 
would pay out might benefit wildlife.” " 

Mr. Poage, the chairman, stated: ‘The bill would make this an 
eligible practice. Any State that wanted to adopt it could do so?” 
Mr. Johnson replied: “It doesn’t force it on them.”’ 

Mr. Heimburger explained that the effect of the amendment would 
be to eliminate the reference to “arid and semiarid sections’’ and add 
the wording to specifically authorize the fencing of wet lands and level 
ditching. He stated that the legislation had to do with the section of 
the act which designated the authority of the Secretary to make 
payments or grants of aid directly to farmers, and the bill would 
amend the second sentence of section 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, which is as follows: 

In arid and semiarid sections, (1) and (2) above shall be construed to cover 
water conservation and the beneficial use of water on individual farms, including 


measures to prevent runoff, the building of check dams and ponds, and providing 
facilities for applying water to the land. 
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He explained further that the legislation would be applicable to the 
whole United States.and would require the Secretary to construe 
clauses (1) and (2) of section 7 (a) to cover water conservation and the 
beneficial use of water on individual farms, including the fencing of 
wet lands, level ditching, building check dams and ponds, and other 
measures to prevent runoff, and provide facilities for applying water 
to the land. 

Mr. Poage. Is this merely authority to include these practices? 
The State bandbook would not have to include these practices? 

Mr. Hermpurcer. No, | think not; the national handbook would. 

Mr. McIntire. Basically, Lester, there are two aspects to the 
problem. One is that the interpretation—and it is very broad, with 
respect to what constitutes conservation under the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act—is not broad enough or in spite of its 
broadness it still is not considered to be applicable to this situation, 
and you propose to provide for situations described in your statement. 

Mr. Jounson. We wanted to consider these conservation practices 
in Wisconsin and were told by Washington representatives of the 
Department that with the wording “arid and semiarid sections”’ in the 
present law, we could not come under it. 

Mr. McIntire. These farmers could not afford to fence off these 
areas and do the level ditching? 

Mr. Jonnson. The present program for making payments to 
farmers for following and developing certain water conservation prac- 
tices does not meet all of the needs of farmers in Wisconsin and other 
regions with terrain similar to ours. The practices I have referred to 
stop floods down the rivers; the faster we drain our pastures the worse 
it is downstream. 

Mr. McIntire. The only practices you are proposing here, in addi- 
tion to those which are followed, are the practicing of fencing and level 
ditching? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. McIntire. When you refer to level ditching are you specifically 
restricting your reference to the marsh area you referred to? You 
want to fence in the marsh area. 

Mr. Jounson. We are referring to level areas. Should a farmer 
put in a ditch and thereafter find it is not economical, he can fill up 
the ditch and receive certain benefits for that. 

Mr. MclIntrre. If you want to hold the water back in the swamp 
why are you ditching it there? 

Mr. Jounson. They are some of the mistakes they have made in the 
past. There is one area in Wisconsin where speculators went in there 
and put in ditches on some of the land years ago and grew garden 
crops on the land in order to interest city people in buying the land. 
They have found since that it was a mistake to drain many of these 
areas. 

Mr. McIntire (addressing his remark to committee counsel). Has 
the law been amended in times past so as to broaden the definition, or 
has this been accomplished largely administratively insofar as the 
practices are concerned? 

Mr. Hermsurcer. | do not know of any other amendment to this 
part of the act since I have been associated with the committee. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Johnson, would the objectives you have in 
mind be covered by removing the territorial or geographical sections 
without getting into spelling out in the law specific practices? 
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Mr. Jounson. I would like to keep the bill the way I have it. It 
would be better to get “arid and semiarid” out, and as that part is 
agreed to by the Department, as I understand, probably we should 
give them a chance to see what they will do with that taken out, and 
come back later if they still refuse to recognize the practices we want. 
I don’t know what the Department’s attitude would be. 

The chairman recognized the next witness, Mr. Charles H. Callison, 
conservation director, National Wildlife Federation. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Cauuison. I am conservation director, National Wildlife 
Federation, which is a national conservation. organization, a nonprofit 
organization, composed of State conservation leagues, wildlife federa- 
tions, including the Wisconsin Conservation, Federation, groups which 
have communicated with me and called my attention to the matter 
now before your committee. _We have been very keenly interested 
in wet lands management, frankly because of its relationship to wild- 
life production, particularly in Wisconsin, Minnesota, and similar 
areas. 

During this past year we devoted National Wildlife Week to the 
theme “Save America’s Wet Lands.” 

I grew up on a farm in the State of Missouri and one of the first 
jobs I had for pay as a youngster was doimg clerical work under an 
old corn-hog program. My father was chairman of the county com- 
mittee in Monroe County, Mo., so I have some understanding of how 
this whole thing works. 


When we learned that the Administrator of the Agricultural Con- 
servation Program Service was frowning upon these proposed practices 
having to do with fencing of potholes and level ditching in Wisconsin 
I wrote to Mr. Fred G. Ritchie, Acting Administrator, and urged 
their approval of the practices. I will read his reply to my letter, 
with your permission: 


Unirep States DEPARTMENT’ OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM SERVICE, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 15, 1956. 
Mr. Cuarues H. Cason, 
Conservation Director, National Wildlife Federation, 
282 Carroll Street NW., Tokoma Park, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Catutson: As indicated in your letter dated February 10, the 
Wisconsin Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Committee has recom- 
mended for inclusion in the 1955 agricultural conservation program for Wisconsin 
two practices involving the management of wet lands. These two proposed 
practices bore the following titles: “Constructing trenches in wet lands to improve 
and retain wildlife habitat and to prevent unwise drainage and to keep wet lands 
out of crop production’’; “fencing low-producing forage wet lands.” 

By the wording of the applicable appropriation act, the agricultural conserva- 
tion program is limited to a program of soil-building practices and soil and water 
conserving practices. It is our desire to give full consideration to the protection 
and maintenance of wildlife in developing soil and water conservation practices 
for inclusion in the agricultural-conservation program. However, because of the 
primary objectives of the program we feel that the benefits to wildlife resulting 
from the application of approved practices must be in addition to direct conserva- 
tion benefits to agricultural resources. Otherwise such practices would not 
justify cost sharing under the agricultural conservation program. 
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The pment practices were not approved since they did not appear to have 
soil and water conservation benefits such as would justify agricultural conserva- 
tion program cost sharing under the applicable legislative limitations. 

ery truly yours, 


F. G. Rrrcenie, Acting Administrator. 

Mr. McIntire. What year did you say this recommendation came 
in? Is it only a current proposition? 

Mr. Catuison. It was for this year’s program, 1955. 

In reply to their assumption, i would remind the committee, Mr. 
Chairman, that in connection with the agricultural conservation 
program, the State committee is composed of farmers and the county 
committee is composed of farmers who have lands and land manage- 
ment problems to deal with. It appears to us exceptional for these 
practices to be confined to arid and semiarid areas. It would seem 
to us that these practices sought to be included would be helpful in 
conserving water and keeping water on the uplands. 

One other point I would like to remind the committee of. That is 
that while the administrator of the agricultural conservation program 
seems to shy away from anything that might have wildlife benefits— 
certainly this would—they have throughout the years been makin 
pereamm in these various regions and States for practices which woul 

e extremely destructive to wildlife. Of taxpayers’ money $472,788 
was disbursed in drainage payments. This was in the most important 
duck-nesting part of the country. 

Mr. Poagce. Will you not agree that the Department is correct in 
its interpretation that they have no right, and probably this com- 
mittee has no right, in a soil conservation bill, to place the payments 
to or against wildlife for that matter? 

Mr. Cauuison. I think that is true. I will agree with you. I am 
trying to make the point that the bill before you is a good water con- 
servation bill. I realize and recognize the problems of livestock 
wading through these areas and the results therefrom. 

In North Dakota and South Dakota, in areas especially vital, 
500,000 acres of wet lands were drained in 1944-53 in * 2 States. 
So waterfowl production has taken it on the chin through drainage 
of lands that could not be drained economically except through the 
benefits which were received. 

Mr. Poagsr. Are you simply taking figures of payments made in 
relationship to drainage and making the general assumption that every 
activity is made at the expense of wildlife? 

Mr. Cauuison. No, sir. 

Mr. Poags. Have you separated the projects which were or were not 
an activity made at the expense of wildli e? 

Mr. Cauuison. This is drainage which has affected waterfowl nest- 
ing areas and habitats. In Wisconsin it has been demonstrated that 
muskrat production could be increased to 18 a year per acre in areas 
that otherwise would not produce any muskrat. The cash value of the 
muskrat might be equal to much more than other things for which the 
lands could be used. That is a sound soil-conservation practice as I 
interpret soil conservation. Some people think of soil conservation as 
keeping soil from blowing away and others think of it as having other 
benefits, but it is wise use of the land if the farmer can preserve the 
water and soil and at the same time follow a practice that produces a 
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money return and other returns by conserving those resources. Then, 
we think, that is good conservation. 

With reference to Mr. Poage’s question I should like to read from 
a letter dated February 11, 1955, addressed to me by Mr. L. P. 
Voigt, acting conservation director, State of Wisconsin Conservation 
Department: 

(Excerpts from Mr. Voigt’s letter follow:) 


We further believe that developing wet lands for wildlife, especially waterfowl 
and fur bearers, will result in saving organic soil for future crop use when needed. 
When cultivated these soils deteriorate rapidly through oxidation and compaction 
and cropping adds to our overcrowded storehouse of surpluses, 

Fencing wet lands is positive action to build up the soil by allowing rank 
vegetation growth to deposit on the marsh floor while level trenches (designed to 
thwart drainage) will halt conversion to cropping for several years; i. e., until 
they fill in by sloughing and side water action. 

Geologically Wisconsin is well suited for these two practices. The southeastern 
third of the State was glaciated and has low ridges of rich upland soil interspersed 
with marshes or wet lands. Thousands of acres could benefit from these soil 
conservation practices. We have nearly 60,000 farmers in this region. 


Mr. Poacr. Mr. Stanley Vogt, assistant coordinator of legislative 
service of National Farmers Union, is present. We shall be glad to 
hear from you, Mr. Vogt. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY VOGT, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL 
FARMERS UNION 





Mr. Voat. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
record I am Stanley Vogt, assistant coordinator of legislative service 
of National Farmers Union. 

We are interested in and are supporting H. R. 6062 by Mr. Johnson 
of Wisconsin and H. R. 6221 by Mr. Reuss. 

The Farmers Union is concerned about all agricultural-conservation 
programs and the bills presented in the Congress to further imple- 
ment and improve the present statutes. We believe that H. R. 6062 
and H. R. 6221 will aid in the interpretation and administration of 
the original act as the Congress intended. The spelling out of the 
language of the original act, as recommended in these Pills, is only 
logical, in our opinion. 

The farm ponds, farm and range dams and reservoirs which have 
been constructed in the past 20 years have been of more value than 
many people realize. In terms of flood control they have been in- 
estimable because no one, so far as we know, has made a survey in 
regard to the effect that check dams and ponds have had on the 
flood-control program. We know, however, the effect must have 
been great. 

We would, perhaps, have had greater effects of droughts, more 
livestock going to market, fewer gardens and fewer Fenbeables to eat— 
and, yes, even fewer farmers on the land to produce what we need 
in — to live—if we had not had these conservation practices car- 
ried on. 

Every year there are hundreds of millions of acre-feet of water 
which run down our streams and rivers uselessly into the sea. The 
rains, snows, streams, rivers, cover the countryside, and that is where 
our conservation problem begins. 

Water conservation does not include water loss. We use that 
water for human consumption, for irrigation, for livestock, and for 
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other purposes. The excess water which passes on from these opera- 
tions goes again into the ground and finds its way a multiple of. times 
to the same uses in another area. 

Everything we can do in the way of water conservation, such as 
are pointed out in H. R. 6062 and H. R. 6221, is necessary. Recurrent 
droughts and floods need an answer. The Farmers Union believes 
these bills are correct in that they go in the right direction. 

I should like to make one more point and precede it with a quote. 
In 1907 George Fitch wrote in the American Magazine about the 
mighty Mississippi and its tributaries. He said: 

You never know whether you are going to harvest corn or catfish. It is the 
hungriest river ever created. It is eating all the time—eating yellow clay banks 


and cornfields, 80 acres at a mouthful; winding up its banquet with a truck 
garden and picking its teeth with the timbers of a big red barn. 


When this article was written in 1907 few people realized that 
something had to be done about the rapid loss of our resources. 
Almost every year there have been floods in the lower parts of our 
river valleys with great loss of lives and property. At the same time, 
in the upper regions water flowed down the hillside and became swollen 
streams and took millions of tons of topsoil each year. 

Streams, rivers, and floods started originally with a single drop of 
water. Today there are 300 million tons of good topsoil carried 
down the Mississippi each year to lay along the banks, the river 
bottoms, or extend the delta area. This situation starts from a drop 
of water. 

And so, planning has to start further back from the water. It 
must include check dams, farm ponds, level ditching, contour farming, 
and all measures to prevent the runoff of water. 

We —— that the committee give these bills every consideration for 
approval, 

e appreciate the opportunity to present this statement to the 
committee. 

Mr. Poacs. Do you think the inclusion of fencing and level ditch- 
8 necessary in the law to carry the practices out? 

Mr. Voer. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Poags. Do you believe that if the Department wanted. to 
give assistance that it would need that wording in there if we elimi- 
nated ‘arid and semiarid sections’? [Question was addressed to Mr. 
Johnson.] 

Mr. Jonnson. It wouldn’t cost a farmer much to put up a barbed 
wire fence but they are not recognized as a legal fence. You have to 
have woven wire with so many barbs in Wisconsin. 

Mr. McIntire. Do you think it is helpful from the standpoint of 
relationship between the legislative and administrative functions to 
legislate the practices within the concept of conservation, as this 
legislation here, or provide the framework around which you ‘get 
adinintratite action? 

Mr. Jounson. It is helpful to spell out the intentions of the com- 
mittee because a change in administration means sometimes a change 
in the interpretation of the law. 

Mr. McIntire. Are you not by virtue of this degislation me 
into practice by law, in every State in the Union, the practices whic 
have direct application to Wisconsin? 
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Mr. Jounson. No. This might apply to all areas, not just Wis- 
consin. It would apply, of course, in other regions with terrain 
similar to ours. H. R. 6062, the amendment proposed is: 

Clauses (1) and (2) of section 7 (a) shall be construed to cover water conserva- 
tion and the beneficial use of water on individual farms, including the fencing of 


wet lands, level ditching, building of check dams and ponds, and other measures 
to prevent runoff, and providing facilities for applying water to the land. 


Mr. Poagr. I am inclined to think that once you have done that it 
applies to all areas and you do this by removing the words “arid and 
semiarid.” Do you think the Secretary needs this authority to in- 
clude the practices which Mr. Johnson wants, if the Secretary felt they 
were good practices? [This question was directed to Mr. Heimburger, 
counsel for the committee.] 

Mr. HermpureGer. I think the authority is already there. This law 
is so general in its wording and has been interpreted so many times. 
One of the purposes of the act includes “promotion of the economic use 
and conservation of land.” The basis for aa is the particular 
section we are working with today, section 8 (b). Fencing or the dig- 
ging of a ditch or level ditching certainly would be a change in the use 
of the land and would be entirely consistent with the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act. I would be inclined to think that the 
Secretary could approve the practices referred to by Mr. Johnson now. 
From the law I would think the Secretary could do it right now if he 
were so inclined. 

Mr. Voar. I do not think that Virginia was considered in the arid 
or semiarid section until the last year or two. 

The committee adjourned at 4:50 p. m. to go into executive session, 
but before doing so the chairman asked unanimous consent to place in 
the record a letter addressed to Hon. Harold D. Cooley, chairman, 
House Committee on Agriculture, dated June 7, 1955, on H. R. 6062, 
signed by J. A. McConnell, Acting Secretary, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

(The letter referred to above is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Harotp D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear ConGressMaN Cooter: This is in reply to your request on May 27, 1955, 
for a report on H. R. 6062, a bill to amend the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act. This bill would amend the second sentence of section 8 (b) of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, which presently 
is as follows: “‘In arid and semiarid sections, (1) and (2) above shall be construed 
to cover water conservation and the beneficial use of water on individual farms 
including measures to prevent runoff, the building of check dams and ponds, and 
providing facilities for applying water to the land.” The effect of the amendment 
would be to eliminate the reference to ‘arid and semiarid sections’ and to add 
wording to specifically authorize the fencing of wet lands and level ditching. 

This Department is opposed to that portion of the bill relating specifically to 
“fencing of wet lands” and “level ditching.’”’ Elimination of the reference to 
“arid and semiarid sections’ would not be objectionable. 

Under present provisions of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act 
and the applicable appropriation acts in recent years, which have authorized 
annual agricultural conservation programs, this Department has considered that 
ample authority exists for providing assistance to agricultural producers through- 
out the Nation under the agricultural conservation p m for the kinds of 
measures described in the proposed amendment, provi they meet the test of 
a “soil-building’’ or “‘soil- and water-conserving” measure for agricultural lands. 
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It should be pointed out that the funds provided by Congress for annual programs 
are limited to ‘‘programs of soil-building practices and soil- and water-conserving 
practices,” and the new wording proposed with respect to the fencing of wet 
lands and level ditching would broaden the scope of authority for the ACP, 
only if (1) those measures are for purposes other than soil or water conservation, 
and (2) changes likewise are made to authorize them in the annual appropriations. 

It appears that the purpose of the amendment is primarily for the benefit of 
wildlife resources. Present policies under which the ACP is operated provide 
that in certain practices, such as drainage where the activity might have a 
detrimental effect on wildlife resources, consideration be given to the protection 
and maintenance of wildlife, but it is our belief that any benefits to wildlife 
rerulting from the application of approved soil and water conservation practices 
under the ACP must be in addition to direct and primary conservation benefits 
to agricultural lands. 

Since the committee is to consider this bill on June 8, we are submitting this 
report without awaiting the advice of the Budget Bureau as to relationship of 
the prapene legislation to the program of the President. 

nce 


rely yours 
: J. A, McConne tt, 
Acting Secretary. 


(The following statement by Hon. Henry S. Reuss was submitted 
to the subcommittee:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY S. REUSS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Reuss. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
importance of soil and water conservation to the continued well-being 
of-the American people is unquestioned. We have all learned that 
soil and water are precious vital elements and that we must take 


every necessary step to preserve and use them for the advantage of 
this generation and the succeeding ——— The prosperity and 


future of our industrial Nation is based upon the continued health 
and well-being of our food and fiber production capacity. 

In the last 30 years, with no new lands remaining to be pioneered, 
we have learned that we must care for and improve the cropland 
that we have. Now, under the pressure of an expanding population, 
our awareness of our responsibility is increasing. Our soil scientists 
tell us that at the same time that our production per acre has been 
increasing in these 30 years, the inherent productivity of the soils 
has been going down. 

Among the major causes of the decline in the productive capacity 
of the soil is water erosion, which removes part or all of the topsoil 
and cuts gullies into the upland soils while clogging drainage ditches 
and tile lines below. Another cause is the wastage of the water 
needed for crop production. 

The bill that I have introduced, H. R. 6221, would be another step 
in our program to care for the land. 

As written, the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, 
as amended, provides that in arid or semiarid sections payments may 
be made to farmers for water conservation and use measures to 
prevent runoff and for the building of check dams and ponds. 

As those of you know who have been fortunate enough to travel 
in the beautiful State of Wisconsin, we are blessed with lakes and 
ponds and running streams. Our rivers contribute the runoff from 
our forest land and farmland to the Mississippi River and the Great 
Lakes watersheds. If peak runoff and erosion are reduced on the 
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farms, floods and silting of streams and reservoirs will be reduced. 
Any investment in a flood-control measure is of value to the whole 
Nation. The cost of floods, in lives and property, in irremedial soil 
and water loss, is so tremendous that it is good business to take out 
every possible form of insurance. 

In Wisconsin and in other States with similar problems, the lands 
next to our rivers and streams and lakes need to be fenced off. Level 
ditching is another needed practice that would help prevent rapid 
runoff. 

These are expensive measures, and however willing our farmers 
have proved themselves to be, they all cannot afford to bear the 
entire expense. Under the present program, they are not eligible to 
receive ACP payments for these practices. 

For these reasons, I have introduced this bill, which would make 
farmers. in all States eligible for agricultural conservation program 

ayments for such practices as fencing of wet lands, level pe a 
budding of check dams and ponds, and other measures for the pre- 
vention of runoff. 

I recommend it to the consideration and approval of this committee. 


x 





